mother and wife plead for mercy. They count on his nobility, which both sides acknowledge-his critics in Rome, even when they thwarted his candidacy for consul, and the Volscians when they slay him for betraying them (5.4.170, "most noble"). If all within the play agree about Coriolanus's virtue, would playgoers have questioned his descriptions or indictments of the commoners' self-indulgence and ignorance, of the "despised, fragmented carnality of the mass"? Would so honorable a soldier lie about those "curs," "scabs," "shreds," "rats," and "fragments"? Surely, Coriolanus is a warning against social leveling, as Brents Stirling suggests, against English citizens 7 "unstable slightness," and Stirling is not alone in thinidng so. 4 Had he been acquainted with religious controversies familiar to early Jacobean playgoers, Coriolanus might have echoed the complaints about prole overreaching that they often heard, the regrets that "it was never good world ... since everie souldier and every servingman could talk so much of the scripture." But Calvinists in England attributed such sentiments to their Catholic critics. "It was never good world with us priests," Anthony Gilby has an abrasive chaplain say, in effect, making contempt for the crowd contemptibly Catholic. 5 Indeed, one contention of the more forward among reformers, who came to embrace their colleagues' disparaging depictions of them as precisianists, purifiers, or puritans, was that "a worthy, grave man" need not be a priest to pronounce on Scripture. Puritans, in other words, seemed ready to risk a de facto priesthood of all believers. Agreed, few proles had much learning, and learning was unmistakably valued, yet zeal "was the most precious virtue in Christianity," Richard Greenham said, "so long as it is free from extremities." 6 Hence, quite possibly, zealously reformed playgoers imagined that "most noble" Coriolanus's contempt for the commoners denied him the company of angels. 7 Alas, as the tribunes noted, the protagonist intemperately spoke "o' the people as if [he] were a god to punish [them] , not a man of their infirmity" (3.1.105-7). He was "a portrait of uncivUity," Cathy Shrank says, observing that his patron and publicist, Menenius, along with other patricians had learned to accommodate "the rhetoric of participation" in their new Roman republic. Not Coriolanus! Did his obstinacy annoy playgoers from London and other towns in the realm where municipal jurisdiction was exercised by citizens? The lesson Shakespeare has him learn at great cost-that no noble was indispensable-could not have surprised them. History-as told in their chronicles, recited from their pulpits, and staged at their theaters-had revealed as much. Still, Coriolanus's snarling self-importance, atrocious arrogance, and disdain for commoners, grating as they may have been, no more delegitimized what he said about ordinary people than his perceived nobility ("his nature is too noble for the world": 3.1.324) made it all true. His flaws and fate, however, incline a number of recent critics to suggest that Coriolanus rehabilitates old Rome's "rats" and "scabs," and "encourages" playgoers' "support of the plebeians' wishes for a more democratic form of government" in early Jacobean England. 8 Annabel Patterson's interpretation strides towards that suggestion but starts by taking stock of the playgoers. The theater crowd was a mixed lot, "a jumble of classes," she says; commoners rubbed elbows with the affluent and aristocratic. The theater "spoke to democratic ideals" before anyone appeared onstage. 9 The first to appear in 7. Reformed playgoers? True, the puritans' anti-theatrical prejudices were often articulated and have been usefully studied, as has the puritan laity's tendency to ignore sermons and pamphlet literature warning that patronizing plays was tantamount to Coriolanus were "mutinous citizens/' protesting the inflated price of corn. Peter Hall's production at London's National Theater invited patrons to identify with protestors. Actors were not supplied costumes but told to bring casual clothes from their wardrobes at home. They leisurely circulated with placards, beckoning playgoers to join the "mutiny" before the first line was delivered. If Patterson is right, the crowd in Coriolanus appealed to seventeenth-century playgoers as well. Its resistance to protagonist and patricians alike made powersharing appear attractive; the play made the broadly participatory alternative to Jacobean absolutism "visible and accessible."
10
The crowd in the fourth act of Shakespeare's 2 Henry VI surges more menacingly and corresponds more perfectly with the images of prole protest in the socially conservative and religiously conformist propaganda of the time. The Calvinist conformists feared that radical puritans were waiting only for a resourceful leader to rally them and specify which of the realm's cherished religious and political institutions ought to be flattened first. Shakespeare nominated the clothier from Kent, Jack Cade, who had proposed to flatten just about everything that got in his way in the fifteenth century. The commoners' grievances in 2 Henry VI are unspecified; they seem disturbed that they had been getting bad press, that their reputation as sturdy sorts was unraveling-"O Miserable age! Virtue is not regarded in handicraftsmen" (4.2.10-11). In any event, Cade could excite them to a murderous frenzy, by promising better beer. He and they seemed simply to relish opportunities to destroy. Cade made his "mouth the Parliament of England" (4.7.13-14), yet the crowd swiftly abandoned him when it hears a more compelling speech and a more enticing offer (4.8). Commoners in 2 Henry VI were fickle as well as brutal.
They are more reflective and self-critical in Coriolanus. They want to be seen as neither ridiculous nor ruthless. The tribunes must work awfully hard to get that done. Coriolanus's Rome and Shakespeare's London were filled with sturdy middlers who "do not cease to negotiate," as Theodore Leinwand observes; "this is not one of those Shakespearean moments," he says of the crowd in Coriolanus, "when we stand apart from the lower orders, laughing at their malapropisms" or praying, as one might after exposure to Cade's kind, that officials acquire some "comprehensive disciplinary control of popular energy." 11 The playwright was not ashamed of the commoners onstage, and he seems not to have wanted playgoers to be afraid of "popular energy." Plutarch, his source, staged the protest differently. The crowd's "hate and malice grew" with only minimal prompting until the proles "were in wonderful fury." Only then did the tribunes capitalize on their constituents' reaction to Coriolanus's "soaring insolence" to assure the rejection of his candidacy for consul. In the play, though, the commoners never forgot who the hero of the drama was. Not they, but the tribunes, could be considered its villains inasmuch as they goad both Coriolanus and the crowd to no good ends simply to preserve their own political standing. Tribunes remind "the people in what hatred he still hath held them" (2.1.275-76); then they cover their tracks and tell the patricians that they were responsible for getting citizens initially to acquiesce in Coriolanus's political promotion (2.3.258-79 But early modern plays tended to be more than just pastimes. A smattering of propaganda punctuated the entertainment, and the point of propaganda was not to baffle. Literary historians appreciate as much and hunt for political purposes in the plays, for topical references in the scripts that help them locate the playwrights and performances among other "players" in political or religious controversies of the time. Assuming that Coriolanus pronounced on current events, historians of what happened onstage and off would be irresponsible not to pursue possible connections, perhaps to learn whether the crowd was meant to be-or was seen to be-more dangerous than the play's protagonist.
Even without Greenblatt's nudge, his richly imagined account of "Shakespeare's first and most enduring impression of the city" and its 13 Yet such sorting of "topical reverberations" leaves the play in a peculiar position, appearing to celebrate commoners' "clamor" for autonomy while doubting their ability to manage it. Or are we mistaken to think of that as peculiar? An undated Elizabethan "plot" for social reform argued that greater power ought to be given to local authorities, despite their incompetence. It allowed that there was something to be said for decentralization, without interrupting its withering account of political blundering. The problem seemed simple; the solution, less so. Late Tudor citizens too often presumed good butchers or popular bakers and vintners might make smart magistrates. How silly to be selective stabling one's horses with good grooms, while trusting one's laws to the untrained!
18
Did playgoers sense that Coriolanus compassed the plot's reservations about those who ruled the realm's cities and perhaps others who ruled the realm itself? Playgoers may have noticed the protagonist's resemblance to James and agreed that his patriotism in the play ought to have made him patient instead of proud. Still, they were unlikely to be tipped against either Coriolanus or their king, Clifford Huffman now says, because they knew-as playwrights did-that drama either "spoke to James's interests" or was denied a stage. Sentiments limiting monarchy were unwise, to say the least, "in the tense atmosphere" of the early seventeenth century. Censors would have seen to it that Coriolanus was "conservative in tendency," that it illustrated the stupidity of citizens, the duplicity of tribunes, and the impracticality of any conceivable alternative to charismatic, divine-right rule. Huffman is certain that Shakespeare's play was-and was seen to be-a homily on obedience.
19
Or was the drama indifferent, apolitical, and nonpartisan? Huffman could be right about "the tense atmosphere," yet he appears to have improvised the playwright's and playgoers' responses to it and to have overestimated the reach and effectiveness of early modern censorship. The topical references to James settle nothing conclusively. 
21
And "this reading" has pretty much displaced the old view that Shakespeare's "artist nerves" alone accounted for his "aversion to the mob." Richard Wilson's canny reconstruction of the playwright's business interests, however, while making it harder still to swallow the idea that contempt for the crowd in Coriolanus was predominantly aristocratic and aesthetic, also drops the topical conceit that the Midland stirs of 1607 "reverberate" onstage in 1608. Wilson, that is, contemplates instead the turmoil that came before. For Shakespeare was not just one of Stratford's cornholders; he had been asked in the 1590s to represent the interests of local, Warwickshire commodity traders when he was in London. His Coriolanus, on cue, opposes the citizens who agitate for quick consumption, yet, as Wilson sees, the play is considerably kinder to commoners than the playwright's Stratford friends and fellow profiteers would have wanted, had they all not feared some "unregulated counter-market." The crowd in Coriolanus is "presented so equivocally," Wilson contends, because local traders-notably maltsters and brewers-were more or less in league with commoner consumers to keep middlemen elsewhere from putting their local corn exchange out of business by siphoning off supply.
Does the play contain a coded market-analysis? Maybe. Wilson is surely right, though, to have Shakespeare hover over-rather than settle as a partisan among-any of the grasping and grappling antagonists-in republican Rome or in Jacobean England. Coriolanus seems to commend neither the citizens nor the consul-designate they had banished, neither mayhem in the Midlands nor absolutism at court. Nonetheless, this apparent "neutrality" does not preclude the playwright's support for the government efforts to suppress "stirs" and for the puritans' petitions to give "anie man" a right to redress 
III. THE PIETY BEHIND "FACTIOUS PRACTICE"
Playgoers likely left the theater with some sense that Coriolanus and the crowd referred respectively to their king and to recent popular protest. But that is not to suggest that they left with a clear picture of the playwright's political preferences-that they were invited to draw specific conclusions about current events. Letting patrons sift and sum up for themselves, of course, amounted to a political preference similar to Edward Dering's, expressed years earlier when he asked that his sermons "be judged by the hearers."
26 At the time, it was enough to prove what his superiors suspected, that Dering disrespected their authority. But he enjoyed considerable support among reformed Christians in the early 1570s, in part, because he was confident that commoners could readily ascertain critical consolations and applications of doctrine on offer in the preaching that they encountered. With reformation came regeneration; with both, came understanding.
27
Dering was only echoing Martin Luther's early optimism. Reformation, for both men, was an incredible opportunity to return fundamental choices to parishioners. Once the papacy had been discredited and the Roman Catholic hierarchy dismantled, they assumed, ordinary people ought to be able to deliberate about doctrine and pick their pastors. Luther thought so until the Swiss and German peasants took up arms against authorities in the mid 1520s. 28 The rebellions convinced him that one old saw still cut: ubi enim tyranni desunt, tyrannizant populi, people tend to tyrannize in the absence of tyrants. John Calvin, under no illusion about the commoners' courtesy, was pointedly dismissive of colleagues who imagined that Christians would participate usefully in a reformed regime without much prodding, but he fondly recalled apostolic times when bishops were created "by voyces of the people" and "put in execution [whatever was] decreed by common corniseli." scold her-"remember, madam, that you are a mortal creature ... dust and ashes" beneath "a purple and princely array"-and lost all influence at court.
37
Grindars daring cost him dearly, although, despite the government's misgivings, he was not advocating broad popular participation in the prophecies. He was determined to have the public exercises, because they allowed preachers to improve their skills. The corresponding improvement in lay learning was a factor but not an issue. Grindal would have agreed that great advances were not to be expected. As puritan preacher Eusebius Paget put it, the vast sea of doctrine could never be poured into commoners 7 "little dish of wit." He often preached at the exercises, setting other standards for his sermons 7 success. They must urge the faithful to that "certaintie and full persuasion," to have the faithful "feele in their hartes [a] portion of God 7 s grace" and think of themselves as the "heirs of eternal salvation. 8 Arguably, for Paget, that success might lead to greater lay and local control over parish life, but not for Grindal. He saw "no reason why the people shulde bee excludett" from edifying exercises, yet he took no initiative to have them any more meaningfully included in parish government than some, as wardens, already were. Ordinary people in these extraordinary dialogues had the nerve to pronounce on matters of public interest, much as Plutarch's proles in Shakespeare's play. The Essex preacher George Gifford, for one, had not shied from featuring lay contributions to lay reeducation. He anticipated commoners 7 resistance and resentments; his dialogues matched formidably thick-headed laymen against nimble lay colleagues who aimed to convert them. The latter stayed well "within the limits of their calling/ 7 Gifford did not want to be confused with religious separatists whose "intollerable pride and presumption" led them to think and say terrible things about the established church. The protagonist in his treatise on Countrie Divinitte was a patient, persistent lay zealot who agitated against "the remnant of sin that did abide" in all reformed Christians, not against shortcomings of the reformed church or clergy. If Gifford's vanguard of lay "meddlers" had ever been put into play, it would have made only one demand on commoners, that they learn to "delight and desire... upon the good."
44
Legions of competent pastors might have helped, but deposing the Catholics depleted the ministry at the start of Elizabeth's reign, and culling nonconformists had similar consequences during the next decades. Grindal, as noted, appeared to appreciate the problem, but many of his suffragans and their successors, if we may trust their critics, did not. To Gifford, church authorities seemed content with complacent commoners, who "are like naked men," he memorably explained; they had been stripped by statute of their Catholicism and were "ready for any coate almost that may be put upon them." That left reformed religion vulnerable, unstable, and left reformers rather ambivalent about those commoners they wanted to clothe. There were those among the laity who, with training, could clothe themselves and others in the crowd rightly and redemptively. They were to be celebrated, literate lay consultants, whom Gifford would have armed with arguments and exegesis, because so many other "naked men" had come to enjoy the world too much, hate the "over holy," and "arme themselves against true repentance." 1.215) ; Dent, to pave a "pathe-way" for commoners who "despised" piety. He trusted that ordinary people could possess the "full persuasion" of God's infinite mercy. To criticize their neglect of "true repentance" and to utter prophecies of retribution was just the beginning. Such criticisms and prophecies edged readers onto his path. Once en route, they were sure to proceed to a "cheerfull obedience" to God and to their eternal reward for same. The differences between their course-Dent's pathway-and the thoroughfare traveled by Catholics seemed worth mentioning often. Dent said that Rome's power and prestige depended on keeping the laity in doubt about the amplitude of God's mercy. Hence, Catholic commoners, en route, feared for the fate of their immortal souls, and that fear, Dent went on, served the interest of the Catholic clergy and made the laity "servile," easily swayed, cheerlessly obedient. But reformed Christians were instructed to discover their "exaltation" in Christ's humiliation. To call that discovery an empowerment of great social or political significance may be overreaching, but not to acknowledge it as empowering or to think it insignificant would be a mistake.
47
Contemporaries did not make that mistake. They were especially wary of the rhetoric of regeneration. True, Dent wrote about obedience as well as exaltation, yet the puritan nonconformists' emphasis on the latter appeared, at the very least, to complicate efforts to enforce the former. Matthew Sutcliffe, dean of Exeter Cathedral, feared that "more livelle thinges," particularly a lively laity, would almost certainly prefer "innovations," the "dangerous effects" of which could only be detrimental to diocesan authority. Congregational or consistorial "courts" might monitor the mischief in local parishes and assure a modicum of intraparish piety, but who might umpire when persons from different parishes turned on each other? Sutcliffe was unimpressed by the innovators' plans for regional synods and by their faith in reformed conferees' predilections for con- sensus. He could not hide his scorn for presbyterians' naivete. Lay and local control, he argued, ran the risk of destroying church discipline. 48 His conformist colleague, Archbishop Whitgift, remembered that crowds invariably caused a "marvellous stir and sedition" whenever the common sort participated in the government of the church. The streets of fourth-century Antioch, Alexandria, and Rome were streaked with blood, he said, when ordinary people got involved in parish elections; only England's bishops could save the realm's religious settlement from the populist presbyterians and the "multitude of [their] lewd complices." To Christopher Hatton, Whitgift's friend and patron at court, the puritans 7 rhetoric and the presbyterians 7 "platforme" sounded suspiciously like "factious practice." Nonconformists seemed to be out to "snare and entrap honest, religious subjects, to capture or captivate them and to have the realm turn on conformists and on all authorities for the nonconformists 7 "own glorie and wealth." 49 Dudley Fermer explained that complaints about "factious practice" wholly missed the presbyterians 7 point. Parish elders were put in place, he said, to control crowds, not to incite them. Fenner had returned to England from his self-imposed exile on the Continent during Grindal 7 s pontificate, only to flee England again soon after Whitgift succeeded to Canterbury. He probably would have conceded to the new archbishop that "stirs and sedition" discredited popular participation in church elections in late antiquity, but he believed that, in early modern England, there was no reason to rule them out. Besides, Scripture trumped tradition: Paul's letters and the record of Peter's "acts" proved that both apostles had taken the pulse of ordinary people 7 s reactions to their ministries-that both "did accept in some maner the people to speake and authorise their determinations." Their leadership was effective, Fenner alleged, because they "yeelded to the challenge of some not so well instructed," and they unfailingly gave commoners the satisfaction of an answer when questions or objections were raised. 50 Searches for crowd consent may not have been central during the first century, but they were critically supple- mental. In the sixteenth, appealing for consent while building consensus ought to be just as important and, partisans of participatory parish regimes imagined, consensus itself would be more easily accomplished than at any time in the intervening centuries. For only lately had the reformed Christian commoners come to learn their limits and to appreciate their need for guidance. They accepted that the truths of their faith were "contrarie" to common sense; for instance, they flocked to sermons to be persuaded "that the more a man should give away from himselfe, the more he should inrich himselfe," that corruptible reason could never reach certainty about so strange a statement without assistance from pastors and presbyters.
51
But reformed conformists fretted about the kind of help the laity was getting from pastors who complained about their bishops and agitated for "senate[s] of elders" in their parishes. Was their purpose, as Hatton said, to rule through those senates and to increase their "own glorie and wealth"? Richard Hooker suspected so and figured that agitators would get a robust response from the crowd. He might just as well have been speaking about Shakespeare's tribunes when he speculated that "he that goeth about to perswade the multitude that they are not so well governed as they ought to be shall never want attentive and favourable hearers."
52
Late Tudor and early Jacobean nonconformists, however, tended to attribute whatever attention and favor they experienced less to discontent with the way the multitude had been governed than to their brilliantly conceived ways to govern parishes from then on, which they found in Scripture and in Geneva. Calvin's consistory seemed to them a compelling model for the "senates" that ought to resolve "ordinary matters." Congregational assemblies were excellent ways to collect (or shape) parishioners' opinions about what mattered more. The critics of such bicameral arrangements were critical as well of "the absurde assertion of the puritanes" they found behind them, namely, that regenerate commoners ought to contribute meaningfully to decisions better left to the clergy. Congregational conferences and senates alike simply encouraged "private men to impugne orders established in the churche." Why, those critics asked, would anyone look to give pockets of resistance to authority in parishes a chance to increase enhanced persons/ 7 But their faith and good fortune-their "enhancement/ 7 as it were-did not signal that they were empowered (or entitled to empower others) to measure policy or personnel options and settling on or consenting to one. Indeed, the puritans who subjected "publique determinations 77 to such devastating scrutiny and who insisted on manicuring parish morality and on approving candidates for local and diocesan leadership proved to Thomas Bilson, in the 1590s, that dissenters of all stripes were "lede rather with affection than with discretion/ 757 Ranked now with Richard Hooker as one of the most learned critics of "presbyterian democracy, 77 
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The nonconformists, for their part, insisted that subjects need not express contempt for crowds to show respect for authorities. They themselves posed no threat to their sovereigns' sovereignty over the realm's churches, they said, petitioning Queen Elizabeth and then King James to "plant" and "purge" (or prime) differently from the ways that Bilson, Bancroft, and their kind had suggested. The puritans, for example, encouraged the government to plant a preaching ministry in every church and to subsidize the training of local preachers with revenues realized after purging the cathedrals, that is, priming episcopal excesses. The sermons that resulted, more effectively than a scripted homily on obedience regularly repeated, would instruct the commoners to set aside ambition, envy, and impatience, three dreaded enemies of parish consensus and public safety. We can do little more than formulate questions, if we stick to the script. And although determined efforts to locate topical references or "reverberations" suggest various answers, they nail nothing down conclusively. Our discussion of early modern piety, specifically our assessment of conformists' and nonconformists' pronouncements on commoners' competence and on the possible political repercussions of the rhetoric of regeneration gets us closer to the crowd in Coriolanus and at the Globe, but we still trade in uncertainties. If we only knew more about the first performances! If we knew whether Coriolanus were played as something of a robot in 1609, as transparently tactless and as monumentally insensitive as he seemed in tike late 1970s at Stratford-upon-Avon, denying ordinary citizens a nobility that their acceptance of his noble deeds might lend them by association-if we knew that, we might write more confidently about the play, the playwright, Calvinism, and the crowd. 66 But the first performances are beyond our reach. Historians now can hardly poll playgoers then at the exits. To say that such crowds shared conformist Calviniste 7 anxieties about crowds is to assume what curiosity can never convert to fact, the effectiveness of what nonconformists called the "dogge rethorick" of their critics. 67 But what we have learned here is that those same nonconformists clamored as loudly as their critics against commoners' "practical godlessness/ /68 English Calvinists in both camps, however, were far from throwing in the towel. They had ceased thinking that belief formation amounted to a simple and sudden exchange of Catholic folly for Protestant fideism. They pelted the "drowsy" laity with accusations to speed up what they regarded as an unacceptably slow growth in godliness. The puritans or nonconformists especially sensed that the trajectory was right even if the pace seemed halting or too leisurely. Ordinary Christians seemed to them to want only practice in selfincrimination and repentance. The puritans, in other words, trusted that God (with their sermons, complaints, pamphlets, and consolations) would lead reformed yet still muddled commoners "to finde an heavenly sweetnesse in their owne lives" and be "fit to season others therewith," to become the impresarios of others' regeneration. 69 But to Coriolanus, Menenius, and their fellow patricians, commoners were "rats," and their leading spokesman, before the tribunes appear, was base and offensively intrusive, "the great toe of the body politic" (1.1.162-72). Menenius patronizingly tells him how the body and body politic depend, respectively, on the belly and the propertied "classes" of old Rome. Perhaps, acts later, playgoers left the theater, endorsing that explanation. Maybe Menenius's bearing and belly made them forget that the "great toe" had offered an alternative interpretation of the metaphor. Menenius saw the belly as the body's great benefactor and his patrician friends as fair-minded keepers and distributors of society's resources. The toe, though, emphasized "the cormorant belly['s]" insatiable appetite, alluding to the possessionem 7 self-interest that undermined the interdependence that would otherwise have enabled every part of the body politic, the many "petty helps" that constitute "this our fabric," to work harmoniously with every other part (1. 1.121-25) . In Shakespeare's early plays, the toe's tale would have seemed out of place, inconsistent, certainly, with the cruelties of Cade's crowd. But, emerging from Coriolanus, playgoers could well have been struck by the vitality, dignity, and common sense of "petty helps."
There is no way to verify that sort of response, and no verifiable generalization about the playwright's possible interest in eliciting it. But I suspect that Greenblatt gets Shakespeare's general interest in the common or inferior sorts right when he contrasts it with Machiavelli's. The Florentine fled local taverns for his library, letting Livy or Tacitus tell him about homo rapiens. "Nothing could be farther from Shakespeare's sensibility," Greenblatt says, assuming that the playwright was fascinated with "small talk, trivial pursuits, and foolish games of ordinary people." 70 "Hang em," Coriolanus cries when he first confronts the crowd's demands. He promised the patricians that, on their say, he would put an end to the republic and gladly "make a quarry with thousands of these quartered slaves" (1.1.204-16). Plutarch seems to have been closer than Shakespeare to commending such sentiment. His Rome, after all, had not made prole empowerment work especially well. Early modern England, however, was still experimenting with ways to accommodate the polity implications of a priesthood of all believers in the realm's reformed churches when Shakespeare escorted Plutarch's proles and the people of his acquaintance into Coriolanus's tragedy.
Months before it was first performed and not far from the theater in Southwark, "the common people and handicraftmen" from St. Saviour's parish, as it happens, were suing to have their "voices" restored. The lawsuit went on, for all we know, for several years. "Small talk" in the taverns must have compassed the charges and countercharges, and playgoers from that (south) side of the Thames, as well as Shakespeare, would have known more than we do about the crisis. The vestrymen claimed their congregation had long before 70. Greenblatt, mil, 389.
"transferred" to the vestry its right to elect parish officers. But parishioners spoke of "usurped power" and insisted, against the vestry's apparent surmise, that they could conduct parish elections without undue squabbling. They argued that no one had ever proven "by experience" that direct elections were "unprofitable and inconvenient." Partisans of both positions-turned playgoers-could conceivably have returned home from a performance of Coriolanus with grist for their mills. They could have snatched supportive material from the last fifty years of their religious history, from the sermons and treatises of conformists and nonconformists alike, who tried connecting piety with polity. Neither Coriolanus nor English Calvinism tilted indisputably towards either side of the Southwark controversy. The play and the piety illustrate the ambivalence towards the sturdy but sometimes stubborn and always suggestible common stock around Shakespeare's theater, the ambivalence of the religion around Shakespeare. 71 
